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electronic transactions for a buyer using the dfeit computer system to purchase items 
from a plurality of merchants using the at XjU one server computer system, the program 
comprising: 

means for displaying a separat/representation for each item selected by the buyer 
ftom at least two different merchant/ wherein each representation has one of a plurality of 
associated states at a given instance in time; and 

means for selecting, bviie buyer, a desired item from a certain merchant with a 
selected associated state indicting that the buyer desires to purchase the desired item if a 
previous transaction whicl/bought another item from another merchant can be canceled. 

REMARKS 
Claims 1-14 remain pending in the application. 
Claims 1-14 have been rejected by the Examiner. 
Claims 3, 4, 1 0 and 1 1 have been amended herein. 

CLAIM OBJECTIONS 

The Examiner has objected to claim 3. 4, 10, and 1 1, because the claims recite "the 
client" while the claim from which it depends claims "the buyer". AppUcants have 
amended these claims to claim the "client computer" instead of just "client" since "client 
computer" is used in the previous claims as "at least one buyer using a client computet". 

CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 USC 11 2 

The Ejtaminer has rejected claims 4, 8, and 1 1 under 35 USC 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distincfly claim the 
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subject matter which appUcant$ regards as the invention. More specifically, there is 
insufficient antecedent basis, in claims 4 and 11 for the limitation "the representation for 
the desired item". Applicants have amended the claims to overcome this rejection. 

Furthermore, the Examiner states that there is insufficient antecedent basis, in 
claim 8, for the limitation "the plurality of selectable states" in line 28. Applicants 
traverse this rejection by pointing out that antecedent basis is provided in line 26 of that 
claim by "a plurality of selectable states". 

CLAIM REJECTION 35 USC 103 - FERGERSON (5,966.697) AND WALKER 
(5,794,207). 

CLAIMS 1-3, 5-10,12-14 

AppUcants agree with the Examiner that Fergerson teaches a method for carrying 
out electronic transactions between a plurality of merchants and displaying a separate 
representation for each item selected by the buyer from at least two different merchants. 

The Examiner admits that Fergerson does not teach having one of the plurality of 
selectable states indicate that the buyer desires to purchase a desired item from a first 
merchant if a previous transaction which bought another item from a second merchant can 
be canceled, as claimed in Applicants' claimed invention. 

The Examiner then cites Walker stating the Walker teaches communicating, over a 
network, a conditional purchase offer wherein the conditional purchase offer contams 
conditions that must occur before an acceptance can take place. 
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However, even this teaching in Walker combined with Fergerson still does not 
teach that one of the states associated wilh one of the representations for an item from at 
least one of two different merchants indicates that the buyer desires to purchase a desired 
item from a first merchant if a previous transaction which bought another item from a 
second merchant can be canceled. Applicants could find no teaching in Fergerson or 
Walker of a condition associated with an item for purchase that was conditioned on the 
purchasing or not purchasing of another item from another merchant. The conditions in 
Walker aie only concerned with the product being purchased. It does not involve products 
from other merchants. As such, even the combination of Fergerson and Walker still does 
not teach or suggest Applicants' claimed invention. 

The Examiner has erred in the Examiner's conclusion concerning the combination 
of Fergerson and Walker since the Examiner is relying on teachings found solely in 
Applicants' claimed invention to make the combination. For example, the Examiner 
states "it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify Fergerson 
et al, to include the teachings of Walker et al, because having one of the plurality of 
selectable state indicate that the buyer desires to purchase a desired item from a first 
merchant if a previous transaction which bought another item foim a second merchant can 
be canceled would enable to..." The modification that the examiner states could be made 
to Fergerson is Applicants' teaching. It is not any teaching found in Walker. The 
Examiner has erred in combining Applicants' invention with Fergerson. Tho motivation 
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then that the Examiner makes flows from Applicants' claimed invention, and not from 

Fergerson or Walker. 

As such, Applicants have shown that the combination of Fergerson and Walker 
still does not teach or suggest each limitation of Applicants' claimed invention as found in 
claim 1. As such. Applicants' claimed invention is not obvious under 35 USC 103(a). 

With respect to claim 2, Applicants submit that claim 2 is not obvious under 35 
USC 103(a) for the same reasons as stated above with respect to claim 1 . 

With respect to claim 3, the Examiner states that Fergerson teaches sending from 
the client to the certain merchant an identification f the other merchant and the other item, 
and receiving a notification that the previous transaction is canceled. Applicants could 
find no such teaching in Fergerson at column 2, lines 3 1 -tl . Furthermore, since claim 3 
depends form claim 2 claim 3 is not taught or suggested by the combination for the 
reasons stated above with respect to claim 2 which was not obvious for the same reasons 
stated above with respect to claim 1 . 

With respect to claim 5, the Examiner states that claim 5 is taught by Fergerson at 
col 1 1 , lines 30-34. However. Applicants could find no teaching or suggestion in 
Fergerson that upon notification of a cancellation of one item, that the state of another 
item is changed to one of being on hold or bought. Furthermore, claim 5 depends from 
claim 3 which was shown above not to be obvious. 

With respect to claims 6 and 7, claims 6 and 7 depend from claim 3 which has 
been shown above not to be obvious. As such, claims 6 and 7 also are not obvious. 
AUS990886US1 9 
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ClaimSpertainstoacomputer system for carrying out the method Of Claim 1 and 
is not obvious for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 

It appears that the Examiner has rejected claim 9 for the same reasons that claim 2 
was rejected. AppUcants submit that claim 9 is not obvious under 35 USC 103(a) for the 
same reasons as shown above for claim 2. 

It appears that the Examiner has rejected claim 1 0 for the same reasons that claim 
3 was rejected. Applicants submit that claim 10 is not obvious under 35 USC 103(a) for 
the same reasons as shown above for claim 3. 

It appears that the Examiner has rejected claim 12 for the same reasons that claim 
5was rejected. Applicants submit that claim 12 is not obvious under 35 USC 103(a) for 

the same reasons as shown above for claim 5. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 13 for the same reasons as discussed claim 1. 
Likewise, Applicants submit that claim 13 is not obvious under 35 USC 103(a) for the 
same reasons as discussed above for claim 1 . 

The Examiner has rejected claim 14 for the same reasons as discussed for claim 9. 
Likewise, Applicants submit that claim 14 is not obvious under 35 USC 103(a) for the 
same reasons as discussed above for claim 9. 

CLAIM REJECTION 35 USC 1 03 - FERGERSON (5,966,697) AND WALKER 
(5,794,207) AND WALKER (6,249,772) 
CLAIMS 4 and 11 
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The Examiner has rejected claims 4 and 11 under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fergerson et al (US 5.966,697) in view of Walker et al (US 5.794,207). 
and a second patent issued to Walker et al (US 6,249.772). 

Claim 4 depends fiom claim 2 and is not obvious with respect to Fergerson and 
Walker '207 for the reasons cited above with respect to claim 2. Furthermore, claim 4 is 
not taught or suggested by Walker *772 since walker '772 teaches away firom Applicants* 
claimed invention. Walker teaches at column 10, lines 45-48 that a central controller sends 
a message to the local store that causes the local store to place a hold on the inventory 
item. This is contrary to Applicants' claimed invention of "causing an indication to be sent 
from the client to the certain merchant's. Furthemiore. Walker '772 does not teach or 
suggest "a select associated state indicating that the buyer desires to purchase the desired 
item if a previous transaction which bought another item from another merchant can be 
canceled, "as claimed in Applicants' claimed invention. Therefore. AppHcants' claim 4 is 
not obvious under 35 USC 1 03(a) with respect to the three references since the references, 
alone, or in combination, do not teach or suggest each and every element of the claim. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 1 1 as discussed under claim 4. Likewise, 
Applicants submit that claim 11 is not obvious for the same reasons as discussed above 

with respect to claim 4. 
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RTTMMARY AN n CONCLUSION 

Applicants have shown that claims 1-14 are indeed patentable and are not obvious. 
Applicants' attorney has reviewed the art made of record but not relied vpon, and have 
deemed the art to be no more relevant that the art relied upon. In view of the foregoing, 
withdrawal of the rejections and the allowance of the current pending claims is 
respectfully requested. If the Examiner feels that the pending claims could be allowed 
with minor changes, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned to discuss an 
Examiner's Amendment. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Marilyn Smith Dawkins 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No . 3 1 , 1 40 
(512) 823-0094 
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VFttSlON Wn- " M Ai^tfrnns: to SHOW CHANGES MADE 

IN THK CLAIMS; 

Claims 3, 4, 1 0, and 11 has been amended as follows: 

CLAIMS 

1 . (Unchanged) A method for carrying out, over a communication network of 
interconnecting computers, electronic transactions between a plurality of merchants using 
at least one server computer and at least one buyer using a client computer, comprising: 

displaying, at the client computer, a separate representation for each item selected 
by the buyer from at least two different merchants; and 

associating one of a plurality of selectable states with each separate representation 
wherein a certain one of the plurality of selectable states indicates that the buyer desires to 
purchase a desired item from a first merchant if a previous transaction which bought 
another item from a second merchant can be canceled. 

2. (Unchanged) A method for carrying out, over a communication network of 
interconnecting computers, electronic transactions between a plurality of merchants using 
at least one server computer and at least one buyer using a client computer, comprising: 

enabling the client computer to display a separate representation for each item 
selected by the buyer from at least two different merchants wherein each representation 
has one of a plurality of associated states at a given instance in time; and 

selecting, by the buyer, a desired item from a certain merchant with a selected 
associated state indicating that the buyer desires to purchase the desired item if a previous 
transaction which bought another item from another merchant can be canceled. 
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3. (AMENDED) The method of claim 2 further comprising: 

seoding. from the client computer, to the certain merchant an identification of the 
other merchant and the other item; and 

receiving a notification that the previous transaction is canceled. 

4. (AMENDED) The method of claim 2 wherein the selected associated state 
causes an indication to be sent from the client computer to the certain merchant to lock 
specific data associated with the desired item from being accessible by a different client 
computer during a period that the ^...ociated representation for the desired item has the 
selected associated state. 

5. (Unchanged) The method of claim 3 ftuther comprising changing the selected 
state to a different state, upon notification of the canceUation, wherein the different state 
provides an indication of one of the foUowing: a) the buyer desires to put the desired item, 
and b) the buyer has bought the desired item. 

6. (Unchanged) The method of claim 3 wherein the other item has a displayed 
other representation on the client computer wherein the associated state is changed, upon 
receipt of the notification, to indicate that the previous transaction is canceled. 

7. (Unchanged) The method of claim 3 wherein the other item has a displayed 
other representation on the client computer which becomes automatically deleted, upon 
receipt of the notification indicating that the previous transaction is canceled. 

8. (Unchanged) A client computer system enabled to conununicate over a network 
with at least one server computer system for carrying out electronic transactions for a 
buyer using the client computer system for the purchase of items from a plurality of 

AUS990886US1 14 



Recened froin<512S3S3516>at 10/1/0212:22:31 PM[Easteni Daylight Time] 



OCT 01 '02 12:00 FR «JSTIN IPL IMD 



5128:^3516 TO 917038729326 P. 19 
09/513,818 



merchants using the at least one server computer system, the client computer system 
comprising: 

means for displaying, at the client computer, a separate representation for each 
item selected by the buyer from at least two different merchants; and 

means for associating one of a plurality of selectable states with each separate 
representation wherein a certain one of the plurality of selectable states indicates that the 
buyer desires to purchase a desired item from a first merchant if a previous transaction 
which bought another item from a second merchant can be canceled. 

9. (Unchanged) A client computer system enabled to communicate over a network 
with at least one server computer system for carrying out electronic transactions for a 
buyer using the client computer system for the purchase of items from a plurality of 
merchants using the at least one server computer system, the client computer system 
comprising: 

means for displaying a separate representation for each item seleaed by the buyer 
from at least two different merchants wherein each representation has one of a plurality of 
associated states at a given instance in time; and 

means for selecting, by the buyer, a desired item from a certain merchant with a 
selected associated state indicating that the buyer desires to purchase the desired item if a 
previous transaction which bought another item from another merchant can be canceled. 

10. (AMENDED) The system of claim 9 further comprising: 
means for sending, from the client compute, to the certain merchant an 
identification of the other merchant and the other item; and 

means for receiving a notification that the previous transaction is canceled. 
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11. (AMENDED) The system of claim 9 wherein the selected associated state 
causes an indication to be sent from the client comEuter to the certain merchant to lock 
specific data associated with the desired item from being accessible by a different client 
comovter during a period that the anasSQciated representation for the desired item has the 
selected associated state. 

12 . (Unchanged) Hie system of claim ) 0 further comprising means for changing 
the selected state to a different state, upon notification of the cancellation, wherein the 
different state provides an indication of one of the following: a) the buyer desire to put 
the desired item on hold for a time to consider buying the desired it«n, and b) the buyer 
has bought the desired item. 

13. (Unchanged) A computer program having computer readable program code 
means, on a computer usable medium, for enabling a client computer system to 
communicate over a network with at least one server computer system to carry out 
electronic transactions for a buyer using the client computer system to purchase items 
from a plurality of merchants using the at least one server computer system, the program 
comprising: 

means for displaying, at the client computer, a separate representation for each 
item selected by the buyer from at least two differem merchants; and 

means for associating one of a plurality of selectable states with each separate 
representation wherein a certain one of the plurality of selectable states indicates that the 
buyer desires to purchase a desired item from a first merchant if a previous transaction 
which bought another item from a second merchant can be canceled. 

14. (Unchanged) A computer program having computer readable program code 
means, on a computer usable medium, for enabling a client computer system to 
communicate over a network with at least one server computer system to carry out 
AUS990886US1 
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electronic transaction, for a buyer using the client computer system to purchase items 
from a plurality of merchants using the at least one server computer system, the program 

comprismg: 

means for displaying a separate representation for each item selected by the buyer 
fit,m at least two different merchants wherein each representation has one of a pluiaUty of 
associated states at a given instance in time; and 

means for selecting, by the buyer, a desired item from a certain merchant with a 
selected associated state indicating that the buyer desires to purchase the desired item if a 
previous transaction which bought another item from another merchant can be canceled. 
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